Ultra-Militarism 


There is a longer version of this document. This abridged version aims to assist in the dissemination of 
Ultra-Militarist philosophy to military personnel. 


Ultra-Militarism is a right wing ideology characterized by American imperialism, opposition to welfare policies, 
opposition to protectionism, desire to reform democracy, subjection of all social policies to realpolitik, and 
extreme nationalism which is more evident in the full length doc. 


As a result of the Vietnam war, the “militarist” position was wiped out. The left wing and the right wing both 
opposed the war. They became antiwar in general. The neoconservative faction of the right wing supported the 
war, but this faction was originally from the left wing. It consisted of pro-war liberals who became dissatisfied by 
the peacenik leftward drift of the left wing. As such, neoconservativism does not represent a “militarist” 

position, because it contains many ideas imported from the left. It is humanitarian, liberal, and it seeks to assert 
“freedom and democracy” through U.S interventionism, rather than to advance U.S interests through war. 


Ultra-Militarists aim to associate with neocons so as to reform them in a more militaristic direction. To do this, 
the Ultra-Militarist will advance an overt ideology of “Ultra-Militarism”, especially on the internet, that he will ally 
with neoconservativism. In addition, he will identify covertly as a “neocon” when in the presence of neocons, so 
as to advance his ideology without setting himself against them. 


Ultra-Militarists also aim to associate with those in the armed services, and other national security branches, so 
as to create a political subculture of Ultra-Militarism within them that can possibly shape U.S politics. 


Democratic government causes political inefficiency. The individual voter cannot be expected to understand or 
to care about the national interest. A national aggregate of voters does not produce a national interest. It 
produces a multitude of similar self interests. For example, a multitude of similar interests in the United States 
decrees that the U.S must devote 30% of its federal spending to Medicare and social security payments to the 
elderly. This does not mean that it is in the national interest. The national interest can only be entrusted to an 
individual or an organization with national incentives, rather than personal incentives. 


This abridged version of the document disavows the full length version. It is not a supplement to the full length 
document, but an alternative to it. This document supports freedom, equality, and brotherhood between all the 
races of mankind. It supports American nationalism, and strongly discourages prejudice on the basis of race, 
religion, sexual orientation, national origin, mental health, gender, or ethnicity. The nation is a cohesive military 
force of diverse races and beliefs, unified by the U.S constitution. 
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Economy 


Debt: The U.S currently has $31.46T in national debt. National debt is contracted when the revenue of the 
government in taxes is exceeded by expenditure, creating a deficit. Bonds are created by the government to 
make up for this deficit. The government does pay the national debt as it becomes due. This amounted to 13% 
of total federal spending as of April 2023. The government cannot simply “pay off’ the debt on a whim, 
because it is contracted in bonds that have fixed coupon dates. Some allege that, since the national debt 
continues to increase, with the debt ceiling being continually raised, this represents “contracting debt to pay off 
debt”. However, since the debt expense is only around 13% of total expenses, this is not true. The government 
is entirely capable of paying the debt without taking on debt. 


The percent of federal spending required to pay the debt depends upon the total amount of debt owed, as well 
as the interest rate on the debt. The interest rate on the debt is affected by market factors, which determine the 
interest rate of the government bonds demanded by the market. The interest rate on bonds goes up as bonds 
become less valuable, and down as they become more valuable. These rates are affected by the activities of 
the Federal Reserve, which may increase the value of bonds by buying them, or decrease the value of bonds 
by selling them into the market. When the Federal Reserve began buying bonds as part of its QE program in 
2020, the average interest owed on the debt decreased from 2.49% to 1.77%, and further to 1.61% in 2021. As 
the Federal Reserve started selling bonds as part of its QT program in 2022, the average interest rate rose to 
2.07%. Inflation also affects the real interest rate owed on the debt, since if money is less valuable, the debt 
owed is effectively less, though the nominal amount is the same. However, this can eventually drive up interest 
rates to compensate. For reference, U.S interest rates are at historic lows, from 8.06% in 1990. 


Some people have the erroneous idea that the national debt number represents debt perpetually unpaid. That 
the country is therefore “inundated with debt’. This is not true. As | said, bonds are paid off when they need to 
be. The default risk of the United States is considered to be low. The national debt is only the total debt at any 
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given time. A 13% of spending debt expense is not that big of a deal. That is to say, if the government were to 


cut any part of the remaining 87% of its spending, or increase revenue by raising taxes, it could pay the debt 
without increasing total debt, if it needed to. Of course, it will become a big deal if the national debt continues 
to increase, but there is a slippery slope fallacy involved in the supposition that, if the debt has increased so as 
to cost 13% of expenditure, it will increase up to and beyond 50% of expenditure. It would be better to reduce 
expenditures where they are unnecessary. Better to adjust the budget sooner than later, but no need to destroy 
U.S expenditure, defund U.S military power, radically alter the entire economy, and etc that some fiscal activist 
groups advocate, to do so. 


A metric of a nation’s ability to pay back its debts is the debt-to-GDP ratio. This metric is rather imprecise. 
Firstly, it includes government expenditure. Secondly, it does not measure the amount that the nation actually 
collects in taxes, only how much it “could collect”. A better metric of a nation’s financial health would be actual 
accounting metrics, like government revenue, expenditure, tax rates, and so on. Debt-to-GDP is more useful 
as a metric of the welfare of the population relative to the debt, although even in this it is imprecise, since for 
example military expenditure is part of GDP and porn sales are part of GDP. Still, in a rough sense, a high 
debt-to-GDP ratio signals that government debt exceeds the value exchanged and held by the population. This 
is important if, for example, the government increases taxation, thus reducing GDP by reducing consumer 
spending. The debt might decrease, yes, but its relative level to GDP may remain the same. This is, however, 
not everything. It is just a metric. Maybe the amount of consumer spending doesn’t matter. Maybe the 
population should sacrifice its comforts for military glory. \f so, then only the accounting metrics become 
important - how much is the government actually making? Is it important if a citizen gets to own a Cadillac 
Escalade? Some world-historical glory that is. 


GDP itself is a very useful metric. Importantly, GDP projections allow the government to predict the tax 
outcome of increasing rates of taxation. It is possible to tax so highly that GDP is brought down to a level that 
reduces revenue. The issue is using GDP as the primary metric to compare against the debt. If you want to 
know how easily the debt can be repaid, you have to compare it to revenue. GDP is one aspect of revenue, the 
other being rate of taxation. Revenue in 2022 was $4.90T. Revenue in 2021 was $4.38T. Revenue in 2020 was 
$3.90T. Revenue in 2019 was $4T. Remember that the deficit (or surplus) occurs after all expenditures, 
including payment of debts. How bad is it really, then, if the U.S can pay around 13% (no relation to the 
previous 13% figure) of its outstanding debt per year, by cutting other programs? It doesn’t do so, but 
notwithstanding, if it needed fo, it could. It doesn’t need to, since the coupons owed on bonds are paid 
semi-annually over typically a 20 or 30 year period, and the government's other debt instruments are similarly 
long term. It is really a simple question of “can you pay it or not”, and the U.S can, and will continue to do so. 
Debt payments are in the mid to low billions per year, though they have been rising. The current debt 
expenditure of $460B, or 13% of federal spending, is considered to be high. That is, it is usually lower. It will 
likely continue to be lower in the future, as the current expenditure is due to particular factors stemming from 
the COVID-19 pandemic. 


Medicare: The U.S government spent $835.29B on defense this year. It spent $754.60B on Medicare. 
Medicare had better be an important program. Is it? “In 2018, according to the 2019 Medicare Trustees Report, 
Medicare provided health insurance for over 59.9 million individuals—more than 52 million people aged 65 and 
older and about 8 million younger people.” Let that speak for itself. It is important, at the very least, that this 
program is not expanded once its current baby boomer constituency dies off. At the very least. 


Social Security: The U.S government spent $835.29B on defense this year. It spent $710.18B on social 
security. There is an added expense, since the massive social security commitment incentivizes the 
government to manipulate U.S financial markets so as to prop up the social security fund, and not upset the 
baby boomers. | am not trying to set a precedent that the U.S should not manipulate financial markets, just 
highlighting the frivolity for which it does - to make old people happy. 


Medicaid: The expenditure on medicaid is $383B. This is not as egregious a program as Medicare. Maybe it 
could stay, for realpolitik reasons if necessary. But it is the same sort of thing, and it increases the cost of 
healthcare in the normal market for normal people, with its ability to spend $383B on a whim using “other 
people’s money”. 


How much these programs should be reduced is only a matter of realpolitik. At the very least, be ready for the 
baby boomers to die. A lot is going to become possible then, if you play it right. If a faction like the 
Ultra-Militarists plays it right. Ensure that the boomers are not replaced with some other “gimme!” group. These 
groups are counterproductive to national welfare. The U.S could fund three militaries. Ninety five NASAs. The 
U.S could fund two militaries and almost eliminate its budget deficit. Do not waste another $1T per year to 
another need-clique with the right to vote. Pick new masters. 


Federal Reserve: The federal reserve is a necessary institution. It can, indeed, “print money” in a way. It 
can create bank reserves with which to purchase bonds from commercial banks as part of its QE program. 
“Reserve balances are the deposits that a bank holds in its account at the Fed (you can think of a bank's 
reserve account like you would a household's checking account)” (See source below). This is not money that 
the bank can use, directly. It is money that sits in the bank’s account at the Fed. The bank can, however, use 
reserves to lend. Only when banks lend is the money created by QE released into the economy, which can 
cause inflation. However, the banks may not always choose to lend with their reserves, because: 


“The Fed pays interest on reserve balances at a rate that it sets called the interest on reserve balances (IORB) 
rate. The IORB rate is generally lower than the interest rates a bank earns on other investment options in part 
because reserve balances are immediately available and carry no risk. And given these characteristics, a bank 
has no incentive to choose an investment option that pays less than the IORB rate. In economics terms, the 
IORB rate acts as a reservation rate for banks.” 
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“As we discussed above, the link between the Fed and banks is through the setting of the IORB rate: When the 


Fed raises the IORB rate, banks earn more on the funds they place in their reserve balance accounts at their 
Federal Reserve Bank. This sets a higher reservation rate for banks' investment decisions: Banks will not 
accept a lower rate of return than this new IORB rate on any investment of funds. Through arbitrage, the new 
IORB rate helps pull up similar market interest rates, including the federal funds rate.” 


If the bank does have reason to lend, then it will itself create new money, which will be released into the 
economy. This increases the money supply, increasing inflation. It is true that the interest earned on reserves 
also increases the money supply, but more gradually. The Fed can also cause inflation non-monetarily by 
stimulating economic activity and thus increasing prices, particularly in financial sectors and those industries 
that rely upon them (for example, the housing market). Inflation, however, is not always bad. It can, for 
example, reduce the real amount of money required to pay the national debt (and debts in general). It can also 
reduce the debt quite directly, since the Fed remits excess revenues from its securities investments to the 
treasury after paying its own expenses. This means that when the Fed purchases bonds, and holds them on its 
balance sheet, the interest earned from those bonds is often returned to the federal government. An argument 
can be made that this marginally reduces the money supply, if it is assumed that the treasury will spend only so 
much per year. In aggregate, though, QE is still inflationary. QT is also possible, which is deflationary. 


The Federal Reserve has created an economy that is cyclical but predictable. It consists of booms and busts 
that more or less follow the same pattern, whereas before the Fed, the economy fluctuated wildly at times, 
being stable at other times, according to whatever was happening in the unrestrained market. The Fed is 
therefore important to national security, since it allows planning unhampered by the fear of wild economic 
fluctuations. It is important to national security in another way, in that it is capable of influencing interest rates, 
keeping them low to fund war efforts, as it did in WWII. It can also assist in the marketing of wartime securities. 
Furthermore, the Fed assists in maintaining the global reserve currency status of the Dollar, which is necessary 
to conduct diplomacy. The global demand for Dollars decreases the international cost of borrowing for 
Americans (and importantly, the American government), since Dollars are worth more and therefore interest 
payments in Dollars are worth more. 


The Fed can also use “moral suasion”, basically the informal threat of its regulatory or financial power via 
“suggestions”, to influence the specific behaviors of banks. It could, for example, influence them to help finance 
a war effort. To take a less cynical view of moral suasion, it is also the case that the Fed can simply persuade 
banks to do things in their own self interest, using its data or inside knowledge about certain topics. 


The Federal Reserve does genuinely cause some problems via inflation. It is worth considering which powers 
of the Fed are actually necessary, and which are not. Also, which “mandates” the Fed actually ought to have, 
or if the official mandate of ensuring “full employment and stable prices” is sufficient. These questions can only 
be answered by a close study of the matter, since the Fed is a very complicated institution that cannot be 
understood by polemics or ideological invectives. The sources below may help in understanding the Federal 
Reserve. They are not presented with agreement. The last source below is highly clear, concise, and valuable. 
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https://research.stlouisfed.org/publications/page1-econ/2021/09/17/teaching-the-linkage-between-banks-and-th 
e-fed-r-i-p-money-multiplier - the quotes above from this article. 


https://www.frbosf.org/education/publications/doctor-econ/2010/march/banks-excess-reserves-monetary-policy/ 


https://www.federalreservehistory.org/essays/feds-role-during-wwii 


Google - “Investopedia federal reserve” 


https://alhambrapartners.com/2022/09/26/market-currents-how-the-federal-reserve-impacts-interest-rates/ 


Why Quantitative Easing Can Never Work - Alhambra Partners 


https://alhambrapartners.com/2016/02/26/why-reserves-arent-money/ 

A History of Money and Banking in the United States - Murray Rothbard 

The Case Against the Fed - Murray Rothbard 

The Federal Reserve and the Financial Crisis - Ben Bernanke 

Repeat After Me: Banks Cannot And Do Not “Lend Out” Reserves - Standard & Poor’s 


Let this be a test of the Ultra-Militarist’s ability to take popular rhetoric and manipulate it for his own ends, 
rather than jump down the rabbit hole of whatever pundit is presented before him. It is more profitable to be 
against the Fed than in favor of it. It is also psychologically more likely. The writings of those who defend the 
Fed are too textbookish and boring. Many of the sources above are for this reason “against the Fed”, even 
from opposing viewpoints of what the Fed actually does. As an individual political activist, it is not that 
important to focus on Fed matters, only to ensure that rabidly anti-Fed ideologies are not advanced. These are 
on the fringes anyway, for the most part. For example, Libertarians. 


Fiat Currency: Imagine that Amazon Inc. released an “Amazon token”, and required the use of this token in 
all transactions on Amazon. In order to purchase anything, or do any kind of business with Amazon involving 
the transaction of money, you need to first acquire Amazon tokens. The token is not “based upon” or “backed 
by” anything. Yet, the token has intrinsic value. It has intrinsic value because it is a permit to do business with 
Amazon, and Amazon is a valuable company to do business with. This is a “fiat currency”, a currency that 
obtains value by fiat, by some organization saying “you shall not have the privilege of doing business with me 
unless you buy my money.” The U.S, of course, is far larger than Amazon, and it does not accept (or, keep) 
payments in Euros. 
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Fiat currency is also valuable simply by being established as “the currency”. In the sense that, if you try to pay 


for groceries in gold bars most businesses will simply refuse. This is a non-controversial statement that would 
be true of any kind of money, but it shows how something that is apparently “just paper” could take on an 
additional meaning. It is not, however, “just paper”. It is a U.S government transaction token. 


Gold Standard: The above explanation invalidates many “goldbug” arguments. It can be good to have 
some gold reserves, yes, but the gold standard is not necessary, and is extremely limiting. Nor is the gold 
standard as idyllic as some libertarians like to think; nations can simply revalue their money in relation to gold, 
declaring that one gram is now worth $80 instead of $60, in effect reducing the reserve and creating a fiat 
currency. A gold reserve would hamper government spending and reduce inflation. It may be a good idea to 
reinstate some type of commodity currency after the U.S has already “won”. That is, its enemies have already 
been defeated, after there are no more competitors, after the private sector can be entrusted with development 
of the Empire. This commodity need not be gold, or only gold. The point is simply to have something or some 
basket of things that are fungible, widely demanded, and easy to trade, with which to tie the Dollar, so that the 
rapacious spending of the government cannot continue beyond what is necessary. Currently, though, it is 
necessary. A certain strategy must be played. That strategy is: spend until there is an opportunity to conquer. 


Because of the aforementioned, and because of the speed of global trade, it is the case that the U.S does 
already have somewhat more in its “commodity reserves” than just gold. For example, it owns stockpiles of 
small arms and ammunition. By the standards of modern trade, these are pretty easy to transport, liquid, widely 
demanded, and of course fungible. 


Corporations: There is nothing wrong with corporations. If they prey upon small businesses it is because 
they are better than those businesses. All of the greatest products and services around you are facilitated by 
large multinational corporations. There is a degree of the “Starbucks Marxist” in the anti-corporate complainer. 
Mind you, however, that certain companies donate to certain political causes. That some companies ought to 
receive patronage for political reasons, while other companies ought to be regulated for political reasons. It is 
important that this is kept in mind when you see corporations acting in a “liberal” manner. For example, when 
you see Twitter continuing to censor certain forms of speech. Corporations are under the constant threat of 
regulatory scrutiny. Even beyond what regulations may be passed, there are plenty of violations that could be 
pursued at any time, given the size of the business. Do not, therefore, call Twitter or Facebook your “political 
enemy” when they are really just acting in their own self interest. They might, of course, be directly acting 
against your political interests, but the point is not to assume that they are “inherently liberal” and to therefore 
decry “big corporations”. The extent to which they are liberal is usually anecdotal. 


National Security 


Political Realism: While it is not necessary to make a theoretical statement like “nations always try to 
increase their power’, it is the case that nations do, and always have, prepared for war against other nations, 
gone to war with other nations, acted as opportunistic amoralists on the international stage, and looked out for 
their own interests above anyone else’s. The international world is ruled by anarchy. Humanitarian, peacenik 
ideologies are unrealistic. Nations must always be expected to look out for their own interests, to look for 
opportunities to gain even at someone else’s expense, to crush their enemies or even their potential enemies. 
The U.S guards itself against foreign competitors, and it can gain at the expense of foreign competitors. 


PATRIOT Acct: This act is necessary, and a great benefit to U.S national security. In general, government 
covert surveillance programs are good. It is unfortunate that the extent to which they are good cannot always 
be known, because of the classified nature of the work. However, it is obvious that more information about the 
nation’s enemies, particularly terrorists, is beneficial. 


Opposition to this act, and surveillance in general, is rhetorical. It is “the government is watching, what if 
whatever!” It is basically prima donna behavior, any honest person knows that. Nobody in their day to day life is 
materially harmed by these policies. 


Some people suppose that pro-surveillance policies could “give power to the wrong interests.” For example, to 
a Democratic presidential incumbent. This is true, to some extent. To the largest extent, however, 
pro-surveillance policies give power to the intelligence agencies. These agencies are, in themselves, 
nationalistic and anti-popular. It is only to the extent that they are influenced by other types of institutions that 
they become otherwise. The Ultra-Militarist must ignore ideological anecdotes that involve national security 
agencies, focusing instead on their day-to-day operations. 


Foreign Aid: Some American nationalists have an instinctive hostility to foreign aid spending. However, 
foreign aid is essential to project U.S power globally. It increases relations with recipient governments, and 
gives the U.S government an additional diplomatic bargaining chip. It is only desirable that foreign aid be used 
appropriately, not merely for humanitarian reasons. 
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One important form of foreign aid is military aid. While this usually takes the form of direct arms sales or funds 


allocated for foreign military spending, this is not in fact what most third world recipient nations need to improve 
national defense. These nations should rather have special forces aid, wherein the U.S funds the development 
of a special forces group, gives access to its own special forces, or commissions a private special forces 
company, in the recipient country. These groups are most effective at combating the insurgencies and revolts 
that third world countries need to defend against, and which it is often in the U.S interest to crush as well. Ina 
Machiavellian sense, it is possible to maintain a degree of control over these units, such that they become the 
“pro-American praetorians”, so to speak, of U.S client nations. Many African nations in particular wouldn’t even 
mind, since they are overt status and patronage systems that merely wish to stay in power, regardless of their 
sovereignty. 


NATO: While it is obvious from the character of this work that it is in support of NATO, | would just like to say 
so directly. However, it is desirable that NATO member states spend somewhat more for their own defense. 
Given the size of NATO, it is possible that many of the nations involved will not answer the call to a particular 
war. For example, if Slovakia only spends 1.73% of its GDP on defense, and it is quite near to Russia, why 
would it risk being overrun for such little gain? The probability that it will honor its commitments is increased if 
its military is larger. This is particularly a concern for smaller non-atlantic nations, which are “highest risk” for 
invasion, not only because of the aforementioned fact, but because their military capabilities must be 
increased. However, it is not desirable that the military expenditure of nations be increased too much, since 
then they cease to be dependent on the U.S for defense. | am not advocating an overhaul of the military 
systems of these countries, only for a marginal increase in expenditure, a test of their loyalty like what occurred 
under former administrations. Anyone who can’t pass this test wouldn’t pass the test of war. 


Amphibious Invasion: An essential fact of military strategy, that everyone must know: it is impossible to 
stage an amphibious invasion across an entire ocean! A nearby “staging pad” is necessary, such as Taiwan, 
such as South Korea, etc. 


War In Mexico: Drug cartels kill tens of thousands of Americans every year through their drug sales, not 
including murders committed inside of the United States. A military intervention in Mexico could allow the 
United States to combat this problem. However, unless the regime is properly poised to do so, this war is not 
advisable, since it would cause havoc within the nation of Mexico, displacing countless refugees and ruining 
the lives of Mexican families. This is not an acceptable outcome to reduce drug sales in the United States. In 
fact, | have included this section primarily to say that a U.S war with Mexico should not be pursued. Some are 
under the illusion that cartels operate the coyotes that operate human trafficking into the United States and that 
hold immigrants who are unable to pay hostage. This is not true. Coyotes are operated independently, and 
they must pay taxes to cartels in exchange for protection. Unless the Mexican government can be trusted to 
crack down on coyotes (it can’t - it can’t be trusted to do anything), a removal of cartels from this business 
would simply increase the margins of the coyotes. Do not agitate for war with Mexico. Special forces activities 
to combat cartels are feasible, however. See foreign aid. Even so, these cannot occur under the auspices of a 
war, or else it risks escalation, and refugees would still be displaced. Another possibility is to mobilize the army 
“at the border” to combat cartels, which is very desirable. Even if this does not combat cartels effectively, one 
must think in these terms: place your pieces where you want them to be. 


Competitors: It is axiomatic that if there were no major competitors to the U.S, it could do whatever it 
wanted on the global stage. The whole world would be at its mercy. These competitors are: Russia, Syria (via 
Russia), China, North Korea (via China), Iran, Pakistan, and “eventually” India, Brazil, and Turkey. The 
“eventual” nations would not oppose U.S interests if the U.S were to obtain dominance over the former 
countries, but they would marginally reduce U.S global power. That is, there are certain U.S actions they would 
be willing to resist, perhaps pulling other nations along with them. Attacks on any of the former countries 
IMMEDIATELY are desirable. Attacks on Russia, since they are a nuclear power, could take the honorable 
form described in MAD below. If this is achieved, Russia and America could perhaps set themselves against 
the “eventual” competitors straight away. If they accomplish that, together, there is enough to go around for 
everyone. They can take whatever they want. The power that could be obtained by this strategy would surpass 
anything that could be gained by a conventional “security competition”. Such a competition would drag on for 
countless millennia, and nothing would be achieved. They can achieve, together, a profound destiny, defying 
“palance of power dynamics” and “international relations theory” in exchange for “power itself’. The alternative 
is nuclear war. It is a simple power calculation. Fight for endless millenia, with a hegemon challenging a 
coalition of “balance of power dynamicists”, exchanging victories and defeats, or actually obtain power over the 
Earth. The strategy described shows how this can be done in a realistic way, rather than an outlandish way. 
Neither nation needs to capitulate to the other. They can fight honorably, establishing a kind of relationship 
thereby that nations not privy to honor cannot. “I allow you to proxy war against me unlimitedly, and you allow 
me to do the same to you. No persecution of a foreign people will be taken as an offense warranting direct 
confrontation.” This would open the floodgates of a European/American scramble for the Earth. 


This is fanciful. Unless the proper regimes are mutually in place to enable it, assume that the U.S must instead 
defeat Russia just like anyone else. A non-nuclear way to do this would be to foment revolutions inside of 
Russia. Or, a regime revolution that brings about the honorable plan. The use of Wagner Group to accomplish 
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this would be possible, as this group already positions itself as critical of the Russian government, and is 


beginning to gain some autonomy from it, to do and say what it wants. that they will, in order to achieve this 
plan, break up Russia or separate it into a new “Wagnerian” state. 


| do not mean to set Ultra-Militarists so far down this path. | am just propagandizing for it, because it is through 
propagandizing that this option becomes possible. It is entirely acceptable for an Ultra-Militarist to adopt the 
position, “jk fuck Russia”. The guiding principle is always strategy. At a given point in time, which is it most 
feasible to do? At the least, security competition against Russia must be maintained “conventionally” until the 
decision point occurs. It would be idiotic to go soft on Russia in anticipation of a “honorable strategy” that has 
no practical indication of being at hand. If it does happen, it would occur as a kind of “hail Mary”, not as a 
prepared strategy. That is, the nations would be ramping up for war, and suddenly, the Ultra-Militarists, if in 
power, would decide to try something else. And it would not be a contrived decision to fulfill some prophecy, 
but because the prospect of Russo-American nuclear war really does look horrible. 


UN: It is necessary to remain in the UN to be of relevance. The U.S has a lot of weight to throw around and it 
would be foolish to excuse itself from this particular arena in which to do so. When the United Nations 
Command was established to assist South Korea in the Korean War, unifying a number of nations against 
China who would not otherwise have fought, it was because the Soviet Union was boycotting the UN over its 
recognition of Taiwan. The measure would not otherwise have passed. Albeit, the amount of support gained 
thereby was not enormous. About a quarter of U.S foreign aid goes to the UN, allowing it to influence the 
organization by threatening to withhold its dues. The “assessed” contributions demanded by the UN should be 
ignored. All that matters is that the U.S provides the largest sum of money relative to other nations, since the 
UN is paid by money, not assessed contributions. The U.S should generally flaunt UN funding demands, 
instead nakedly funding those programs that are in its interest and nothing else, taking the position of “do you 
fucking want the money or not?” Per the UN: “Under Article 19 of the Charter of the United Nations, a Member 
State in arrears in the payment of its dues in an amount that equals or exceeds the contributions due for two 
preceding years can lose its vote in the General Assembly. An exception is allowed if the Member State can 
show that conditions beyond its control contributed to this inability to pay.” If the U.S does lose its vote, it’s not 
really that big of a deal; the UN is not so powerful. The U.S can spend its money itself, rather than spend the 
most amount of money to invest in access to other nations’ money mediated by an IGO. Basically, the U.S 
should engage in brinkmanship with the UN. Constant brinkmanship, in fact, testing it incessantly and prodding 
it to serve U.S interests, buying the votes of other member states while boycotting the UN if necessary so as to 
vote in absentia, or taking U.S money elsewhere. It would be no great loss. Raising hell in the UN this way 
does two things. One, it increases the probability that the UN will serve U.S interests, and if it doesn’t, it causes 
nations like China to increase their expenditure more than they otherwise would, in the hope of winning UN 
influence over the U.S, thus costing U.S competitors more money than if the U.S simply withdrew from the 
organization. 
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Note that if the U.S tyrannizes the UN too much, nations will leave. The UN must have a mutually beneficial 


purpose, or provide the chance of benefiting its member states, or else it becomes pointless. This would 
actually not be a terrible outcome. The U.S need only participate in the UN because, if it doesn’t, its enemies 
participate instead. If, however, there is no viable UN to speak of, the U.S can instead safely allocate money to 
its own interests directly. A UN is desirable for small nations. Nations that can pay 5% of the regular budget to 
gain access to the U.S 22% of the budget. What the U.S gets for its contribution is comparatively smaller. 
While this outcome is therefore “not terrible”, the best short term outcome would be for the U.S to maintain 
control of the UN in perpetuity, being generous enough not to destroy it. 


Afghan War History: Sometimes a movement's opinion on historical questions can inform its future 
policies, and general character. It is to be maintained that the Afghan War was pointless. Not in its inception, 
but in being carried on for 20 years. This historical opinion helps to define the character of the Ultra-Militarist 
movement; it consists of actual strategists, not blind warhawks. It is not a meme to get men riled up insensibly 
for the concept of “war”, but an actual intention to enhance the power of the country. We are not men who want 
to play with toy soldiers. 


Mayhem Policy & Counter-Insurgency: The Afghan War can be regarded, at best, as a disincentive 
provided to nations that harbor terrorists. It would have been adequately disincentivizing if it were for 10 years 
let alone 20 years. “Mayhem policy” is the idea of punitive wars conducted to intentionally cause mayhem and 
destruction for a short period of time, rather than wasting money and troops in a long occupation to achieve the 
same result. To attack Afghanistan for one year, or two years, and lay waste to everything, and then to leave 
with a certain diplomatic message. 


This is, by the way, a reasonably effective way of combating insurgencies. The trouble with an insurgency is 
that you do not know who is the insurgent, and who is the civilian. If everyone is an enemy, then it doesn't 
matter any longer. This is not an acceptable policy to maintain against American people, even if they are 
harboring insurgents. The policy in this case should be to cause the insurgents to become unpopular. If this 
becomes the case, the populace will no longer “conceal” them. Many governments have committed the blunder 
of “cracking down” on insurgencies, instituting martial law, etc, thus upsetting the populace and turning them in 
favor of the insurgents. This happened, for example, in Ireland. As a matter of fact, it happened in almost every 
single British intervention against a rebellion in history. Except against the Boers, because they pursued the 
“mayhem option” of interning and starving them rather than the peaceful option. Basically, to defeat an 
insurgency, there are only two options. The “middle option” is always inferior. You must either attack everyone 
or make “everyone” hate the insurgents so much that they deliver them to you. The latter is better achieved by 
“negative” means than “positive” means. That is, by conducting psyops and tactical actions to cause the 
insurgents to run afoul of the populace, not by building schools or handing out candy to children or whatever. 
Unfortunately, both options involve placing some strain upon the populace. They must either feel your wrath, or 
be allowed to suffer the wrath of the enemy. The latter option is far less destructive, and thus appropriate to 
quelling American insurgencies, if they should ever occur. Another possible option is to try to enlist everyone 
as a counter-insurgent. That is, to require everyone to take an oath of loyalty, to give everyone the authority to 
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inspect everyone else’s affairs, and to include them within military communications channels to inform on 


others. This only works if you do it to literally everyone, though, and even it may become onerous to the 
population. If the insurgency gets worse as a result, you have to stop doing it. 


European Union: Without the diplomatic relations and economic ties engendered by the European Union, 
some European nations would be less likely to remain in NATO. Furthermore, if the largest EU members were 
to leave, the value of the EU would decrease, which would have the same effect upon the same nations. There 
is the risk of the EU unifying into a military power, but that is down the road. EU military expansions are to be 
opposed. This is not only a matter of US hegemony, but European well being. 


The United Kingdom’s exit from the EU was good for this reason. It is a “natural NATO ally” and as a 
consequence EU membership was not necessary for it, nor was it economically beneficial. The UK received 
greater autonomy in return, and the US received a loyal NATO ally that could, if necessary, counterbalance (or 
be used as a launching pad for the US to counterbalance) EU military independence from the United States. 
This could occur economically, not only militarily. For example, the US and UK could form an economic union 
to compete with the European Union, although this would not currently be advisable, since it would alienate EU 
countries from the United States, and possibly lead them to leave NATO or reduce their defense spending. 
Such a move could become advisable if additional countries, such as France, were to leave the European 
Union, and these countries had the proper regimes in place to found a union that is not based upon liberalism. 
It would also be acceptable to form a union that is not “based upon anything”. That is, it is purely economic, 
perhaps military. It does not attempt to be a European government, only to enhance U.S influence in Europe 
for the mutual benefit of those involved. Thus, becoming a competitor to the EU. The “non-liberal EU” available 
to eurosceptics as an alternative to pure independence. 


The largest trading partner of the EU as of 2020 became China. This must become the US once again. The EU 
should continue to pursue clean energy initiatives to forestall dependence on Russian oil. 


Outdated Imperialism: An outdated and un-nationalistic form of imperialism is pursued by some modern 
nations, such as Russia. This form of imperialism is very concerned about the “state”, and | would like to say 
that this is not the form of imperialism favored by the Ultra-Militarist. Modern imperialism is about influence. 
Russia goes to war with Ukraine, bullies Belarus, its own people, because it is not a nationalist state. It is not 
concerned with “people”, but some abstract idea of the “state” that serves an oligarchic ruling class, 
masquerading as “advancing the interests of the Russian people”. A nation’s interests are not advanced by 
attacking its own people, but by gaining influence over states and if necessary attacking states. 


Social Policy & Miscellanea 


Gun Control: Gun rights ought to be upheld, so that the nation can be defended, so that the amount of guns 
within the U.S economy is large, so that individuals can defend themselves, and against tyrannical 
governments. A “tyrannical government” meaning, not simply a government that they do not like - experience 
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has shown that they don’t turn their guns against such governments - but a government that directly attacks its 


own citizens. While autocratic, Ultra-Militarism is indeed about the people, not simply advancing the interests of 
the army or some such organization. It is the people’s ownership of guns that prevents the government, 
especially an Ultra-Militarist government, from using them like cattle. From, for example, requisitioning 
domestic land to pay for a war, decimating a local population to punish a rebellion that started there, trampling 
on state’s rights, etc. Tyrannies that would not be imaginable to a gun owning population, such as the 
Australian response to the COVID-19 pandemic. 


One can be practical about this question in certain jurisdictions, in order to control crime and deprive criminals 
of arms. In particular, a large proportion of guns used by cartels are from America (90% by some estimates), 
and if they could be deprived of these exports it would make it much harder for them to do business. Consider, 
for example, banning the sale of guns to non-U.S resident Mexican nationals, and requiring all sales to be 
reported for this purpose. Beyond increasing the cost of their gun acquisitions, it would also provide another 
“point of arrest” to apprehend cartel members and those who associate with them. 


Very few guns used in crime are purchased legally. Consider what this means. It means that the current laws 
cause criminals to hold guns that are considered to be illegal. It is desirable that criminals hold illegal items that 
they can be incarcerated for. It also means that gun control measures need not go any further to accomplish 
this aim, since it is currently the case that at most 10% of firearms used in crimes are obtained legally. 


It is obvious that a law abiding populace armed with guns reduces the rate of crime. The only circumstance in 
which lenient gun laws would do otherwise, would be if a given population were not likely to ever carry guns. 


Marijuana & Etc: Particular communities and states ought to decide how they enforce the use of 
non-serious drugs, like marijuana, LSD, cigarettes, etc. There are basically only two factors of relevance here. 
The first is the cost of enforcement. The second is the extent to which marijuana use is correlated with other 
types of more serious degeneracy. It is not for the federal government to decide on these questions. If you 
already live in an urban shithole, cracking down on marijuana is not going to accomplish anything except to 
waste your police force’s time. If, however, you live in an idyllic rural community, which is being incurred upon 
by drug fiends who begin to sell to schools or etc, you may wish to ban it. 


The more serious drugs, such as heroin, methamphetamine, and the abuse of prescription drugs, ought to 
remain illegal on a federal level. “Individual freedoms” are not of relevance here. “Individual freedom” to do 
what? Become addicted to harmful substances? That is not acceptable. 


Porn & Degeneracy: It would be ideal to ban porn, gambling, and other such degenerate and pointless 
acts. However, this will not be a position that is maintained by the Ultra-Militarist, because it is outside of our 
mission. It is unimportant, a tangential issue. You can think of any unpopular social measure as an expense, 
and that is just not an expense that we need to pay. This is especially true of social and “personal” issues like 
porn consumption. The populace is more likely to react viscerally against a ban on porn than against an 
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increase in military expenditure. This is “not a hill to die on”. It is even acceptable if a given Ultra-Militarist 


favors liberal social policies. | myself, though opposed to these forms of degeneracy, still shudder somewhat at 
the thought of living in the kind of nation that would ban them. It is to be assumed that these are personal 
issues, that they may reflect upon a person’s worth, but that the government need not pay the political or 
economic expense of fixing their problems. It is un-American, deeply against popular morality, to micromanage 
people’s lives in this way. 


This changes when a particular measure is popular. For example, it may (I do not Know) be quite popular to 
ban adultery, in which case this becomes a feasible policy to advance. Measures to reduce the divorce rate 
would be quite beneficial, if they are ever feasible. Even so, these matters should be left to states. Other states 
are supportive of it, in which case, why do you need to pay that expense? Is that where your ambitions lie? No! 


Scapegoats: Ultra-Militarists do not fight against a particular class, or scapegoat. It is not “against the 
establishment” or “against postmodern neomarxists”. He is fighting against degeneracy. He is fighting against a 
society in which people mill about aimlessly without direction or national purpose. As such, he does not have 
enemies, except foreign nations, just citizens who are not properly utilized. 


COVID-19 Vaccine: The COVID-19 vaccine poses significant risks to younger individuals that do not 
outweigh the benefits, especially of multiple “booster” shots. The FDA entrusted pharmaceutical companies 
with the development as well as the testing of these vaccines, which testing process was cut short by half. The 
reports of the pharmaceutical companies, on their own products, were then presented before a FDA board 
consisting of several individuals with conflicts of interest, such as board positions on the companies in 
question. This is another issue that helps to define the character of the movement. It is not about being the 
stooge of the government or of corporations, nor pretending to be an “elite” who thinks such large scale 
swindles are “cool and funny”. Ultra-Militarists are responsible nationalists who hate shortsighted criminals and 
foreigners, however much they may support the government apparatus inhabited by them, or indeed however 
much they may even pretend to like such people. 


Current Events vs. Historical Events: The Ultra-Militarist wishes to shape current events. While his 
opinion on historical events helps to determine how he may shape current events, it is not necessary to argue 
with people about historical events at the expense of their approval, because historical events are not 
practically relevant. Take, for example, the civil war. This is not necessary to argue about. All that is necessary 
to argue about is what we are going to do, going forward. 


Arguments about recent historical events are worth debating about, because they are more relevant to current 
policies. If, for example, someone supports the Afghanistan War, or opposes the Vietnam War. Not that the 
Ultra-Militarist should beat someone over the head about such issues like a popular moron, but the point is that 
they are worth considering because all of the same factors are relevant to current decisions, and the insights 
gained from this consideration are worth possibly upsetting someone. 
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One must always be practical, not create dissent for no reason. Those in online political circles often lack a 
certain degree of finesse. They argue bluntly about everything. You can do that to generate publicity or to gain 
prestige for beating an opponent in a debate, but if you really want to convince anyone or associate with 
anyone you will need to present yourself with a greater degree of decorum. This means, if you do disagree with 


someone, providing a reasonable criticism that is interspersed with ameliorative words like “please”, “I 


disagree”, “sir’, and so on. Online criticisms are assumed to be hostile in tone, so you must alter the tone. 


Education 


A nation will deteriorate if its youth are not properly trained. That the youth are whittling away their time 
messing around and learning nothing is no trifling issue. It deserves its own section. 


Educational Inflation: Educational inflation is the increase in educational requirements for jobs that do not 
require them. For example, requiring a bachelor’s degree to be a secretary, or a master’s degree to obtain a 
job that used to require a bachelor’s degree. Educational inflation is not irrational, on the part of the market. 
Those hiring secretaries have no reason to settle for a high school graduate when there are many bachelors 
available. The solution is not to “convince the market to hire riskier candidates”. One cause of educational 
inflation is the increase in people with educational credentials. Once the demand for credentials is artificially 
stimulated, such as by the government making college more accessible, the supply of college graduates 
increases, thus cheapening the value of education. However, it is not an acceptable solution to artificially 
reduce the accessibility of college education. Government loans and other such subsidies can be reduced, 
sure, but colleges cannot be converted back into “elite institutions” by fiat. The reason being that the economy 
does, in fact, depend upon college educated skills to run the majority of its commercial activities. High school 
graduates are not going to be able to do what most businesses require. This leads us to the actual problem: 


Lower education is inadequate. High school students are not prepared to do anything. They might as well not 
have even gone, to have gone directly to college after a four year interregnum. High schools feed into the 
problem by positioning themselves to “prepare students for college”. This vague mandate allows schools to 
teach whatever aimless lessons they choose, as long as those lessons enhance the understanding of easily 
understandable college level courses in some vague sense. They barely even achieve this goal, since most 
introductory college classes appraise students of everything they need to know anyway, as they assume that 
some (and increasingly most) students are not up to speed. High schools must instead seek to prepare 
students for economic activity immediately. The most ambitious high schools should even seek to replace 
colleges, for most low level jobs. This requires almost the entire current curriculum to be thrown out, because it 
is based upon nothing, and it teaches aimlessly with no goal in mind. Classes must teach students to do things 
that the economy requires them to do as efficiently as possible. This requires that they change their metrics. If 
they are judged on “grades”, they will simply reduce standards and increase the length of instruction per 
learning objective to increase grades, i.e dumbing down instruction while also retarding it. Unless the high 
school is private, it is not going to have the incentive to make the school diploma “more marketable”. Public 
school administrators don’t care about that. They want clear metrics to judge their careers by, that are 
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interchangeable from school system to school system. Yet they must be made to serve employers. That is, to 


create students that are of high value to employers. Something must be done to “make them care” about the 
economic value of their students. The first, more direct way, would be to allow employers, in relevant fields, to 
rate the performance of the graduates they have received. The second, less direct way, would be to adjust 
grades for curriculum changes once an economic-focused system has been established. 


Some may suppose that there is a “credentialism hurdle.” That is, that graduates of “reformed high schools” 
will still not have the required credentials to obtain jobs even if they are skilled enough to complete them. This 
is somewhat of a hurdle, but not really. As long as you are not meek, there are plenty of jobs that can be 
acquired by convincing the hirer that you have the required training. It is only at larger companies with 
bureaucratic hiring processes that this becomes a problem. However, if the whole high school education 
system were to be reformed (as opposed to particular high schools), it would come to be understood even by 
these companies that high school graduates can be sufficient for certain roles. 


Brahmin Education: Even the elite educational institutions, such as Harvard, Yale, Stanford, Brown, 
Duke, etc, are not as high as can be. They are high in terms of “economic” and research output, yes, and in 
this they are to be highly respected. However, there is an old form of education, once practiced by these 
universities themselves, that focused on fostering general knowledge in highly intelligent people, so that those 
people could become leaders and politicians. Thus, they focused largely on humanities, rather than utilitarian 
subjects. Their method of instruction was more informal, rather than streamlined. For example, students may 
have read the letters of eminent men, and written about those letters, which writing would then be reviewed by 
a professor. The utility of this type of university is that it fosters a “brahmin class”, rather than giving elite status 
to specialized functionaries of business or science. To be economically relevant, this type of university must 
produce (and select for) students that are so well rounded and intelligent that they can fit into almost any role. 
“Well-rounded” education is inherently befitting of an elite, because an elite must apprehend the grand scheme 
of whatever situation they intend to command, applying general knowledge and creative solutions to it. Lower 
people, that is non-elites, must simply do their jobs. Elites, however, cannot be focused on a particular job, 
because their natural job is to protect, at the highest levels of eliteness, the entire country, or at least a 
company. It is inefficient that leaders, currently, are “former businessmen’, “former lawyers”, “former actors”, 
rather than “leaders born and trained to lead”. Although, businessmen are somewhat of this ilk. 


It is unlikely that a so-called “brahmin university” could be created by the private sector. There is no incentive 
for that kind of investment, nor to prevent the university from creeping into “economic” training over time. 
Rather, it must be publicly funded and regulated. Brahmin universities should not be federal institutions. In fact, 
the federal government should have no say in them at all, save for the ability to fund them equally. It is 
essential that brahmin universities not be ruled by a monopoly, especially not a government monopoly, since 
then they would be abused as “elite factories” to reward certain people, and to manufacture elites of a certain 
type. While this type of thing might seem good on the face of it, it reduces academic standards, making 
everybody less educated. It would make elites into a bunch of commissars. Competition is necessary, which 
can be supplied by the states. This also has the effect of diversifying the elites. As in, an elite from one 
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university may be different from an elite from another university. Each has his own role to play, or his own 


potential situation to cover for. 


Brahmin universities would have the additional benefit of decoupling humanities education from economic 
education. Many universities have a confused jumble of both, where scientists take literature classes, because 
there is no institution that fully commits to producing the type of elite individual required. 


Apprenticeship: The apprenticeship model of education is worth exploring again. Systems can be created 
to facilitate tutoring between professionals and apprentices, on a regular basis or as a supplement to regular 
education. Professionals can film, or record, their usual job responsibilities and sell these recordings to schools 
or tutoring platforms. For many jobs, this type of education is much more efficient than sitting in a classroom. A 
“graduate” could then provide his employer with a reference rather than a diploma, although the tutoring 
system might also have a diploma and grading system. 


Trade Schools: There is going to be a glut in tradesmen in a few generations. This will not only harm the 
economy but the state, because it will increase the price of trades that the state needs to maintain its 
infrastructure. It would be unnecessarily expensive to create public trade schools to accompany high school 
institutions, and it would also influence the economy in an un-glorious direction, toward the state funded 
production of cheap utility slaves. However, it may be a good policy to allow students to drop out of high school 
if they can instead maintain education in a trade. 


Military Camp: The amount of time it takes to teach the basics of soldiering is as long as the typical 
summer break. Young men, in their first or second year of high school, should undergo this training. 
Mandatorily, if possible. However, the training program must be separate from basic training. There are two 
reasons for this. One, basic training is a selection process, whereas this would be primarily instructional. That 
is, the process ought to be a little bit less rigorous, so that everyone can learn and complete the course. Two, 
this prevents a whole host of issues relating to student-incentives interfering with the military-incentives. For 
example, what if somebody decides that basic training is no longer required, as long as recruits have 
completed high school military camp? What if the standards of basic training are degraded to accommodate 
high school students? Separating high school military camp from basic training prevents all of these problems. 


Military training is only an ancillary objective of high school camp. It produces more able warriors, sure. But the 
primary goal is to toughen young men, and to instill in them a sense of duty to the state. Any form of state 
propaganda can be shouted into their impressionable minds during this period. Warnings against degenerate 
behaviors, drug use, sexual promiscuity, etc, can be screamed at them. 


Common Core: Common Core is counterproductive to the aforementioned “economic” reform of high 
schools. It can be done away with. It is the same with the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA). These are not 
economically driven standards. They are decided arbitrarily by politicians who want to look like they are doing 
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something. A federal solution to this problem is possible, but it will not occur by mandating schools to teach 


certain things, or adhere to certain “standards”. Rather, it would occur by fixing the incentives of state schools 
to be in line with employment incentives for college level and entry level jobs. Affixing incentives to economics 
does not mean simply saying “the purpose of this act is to ensure state schooling programs enhance the 
economic well being of students by preparing them for employment and success”, but actually forcing state 
schools to care about economic outcomes. 


School Choice: It might be supposed that allowing parents to choose between public schools would 
improve the quality of public schooling by introducing competition. This is to be opposed for demographic 
reasons, and because it alienates people from their local communities. Students should continue to attend the 
school jurisdiction in which they live. That is, as far as public schools are concerned. The ability to choose 
between private schools, homeschooling, etc, is necessary, and does improve public schooling incentives, 
although not as greatly as some may assume. Public schools are ruled by managerial incentives, not 
organizational incentives. It does not matter so much to anyone in public schooling if “the school” fares one 
way or another, only if “my numbers” are such and such. Turning the school tax into a “voucher” to spend 
among public and private schools must be opposed for the same reason as aforementioned. It allows people to 
skimp on their communities and to alienate people in the process. Certain communities have better schools 
because the people therein are better, while areas with worse people, have worse schools. 


Total Privatization: The total privatization of education, while maintaining mandatory attendance, could 
solve many of the problems above, save for the brahmin schools problem. | mention this in passing only 
because it is not feasible, but it is worth looking into if it becomes feasible. Beware that even if it seems 
feasible, it might not be. Even if you can shut down all public schools, if the political regime is still democratic 
people are just going to vote themselves subsidies to mess everything up worse than it was before. This is just 
an idea for a new regime, not something to be acted upon now. 


Against Paleoconservatism 


Paleoconservatism represents a model of government that is simply outdated. Much of what it seeks to 
accomplish is not well thought out, and might actually accomplish the opposite. For example, increasing tariffs 
to increase revenue would in fact lower GDP and decrease revenue. Or, instituting the gold standard to 
increase the value of the Dollar would actually cause gold to be insufficient to back all Dollars in circulation at 
an appreciable price, thus limiting the amount of Dollars that could be in circulation and destroying its value as 
the global reserve currency, making it less valuable. Paleoconservatism is essentially a popular movement 
consisting of people who remember “the way things used to be’, it is not a modern nationalistic movement. Its 
concern with protectionism is another form of welfare, natural to it, since it is a popular, and not an elitist, 
system of ideals. It fails to understand modern foreign policy, the extent to which the world and global trade are 
interconnected, that the nation cannot simply rest on its laurels, recusing itself of international politics, while 
other nations assume all of the interconnected global power networks that the U.S dropped to “be wholesome 
paleoconservative whatever”. 
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MAD 


The following is a tentative theory only, not to be relied upon due to its risk. Or, maybe to be boldly relied upon. 
Worthy of additional study and testing. Who dares wins, perhaps. 


It is interesting that mutually assured destruction exists only on the basis of nukes rather than on the basis of 
war. That is to say, if a nuclear power declares war upon a nuclear power, what is the incentive to launch a 
nuke? MAD still exists in this case. If it, the nation at war, decides to launch a nuke in response to the war, it 
can expect a retaliatory nuclear strike. If the other nation decides to launch a preemptive “first strike” upon the 
enemy, it too can expect a retaliatory nuclear strike, assuming that the enemy will still have any nukes left, 
which it is very reasonable to assume that it will (if it is a large nuclear power with many nukes). It is unlikely 
that a nation would launch all of its nukes to eliminate all of its enemy’s nukes in a “first strike”, since this would 
cause a global catastrophe, and it would furthermore cause the target nation to be completely barren, which is 
not economically or politically or personally desirable. As a matter of fact, if global nuclear competitors would 
wipe their enemies out entirely by a nuclear “first strike”, they would probably have already done so once the 
capability became available. The conduct of the Cold War shows that this did not happen. Thus, nations are at 
most interested in limited “tit for tat” nuclear exchanges. But, this being the case, there is no incentive to launch 
a first strike on another nation with as many nukes as oneself, or even a large absolute number of nukes, since 
this would lead to an “infinite tit for tat’, which is the same as the “total first strike” in terms of undesirable 
catastrophe, which nations have demonstrated that they will prefer to avoid. 


Therefore, it may be the case that nations with many nuclear bombs can simply ignore nukes. Act like they do 
not exist. Declare war anyway. Small “nominal nukes” might be exchanged, such as old WW2 era bombs upon 
battlefields, but nothing of the scale that would be more concerning than a typical war. Armies have 
demonstrated throughout history that there are things they are willing to do, and thus have their enemies begin 
to do to them, and things they are not willing to do. Global nuclear annihilation is, methinks, not in the strategic 
playbook. It is categorically not anything anyone wants, no matter what - war, even. Even if a nuclear bomb 
were to be dropped accidentally, it is likely that the culprit would vociferously apologize, and simply take 
whatever retaliatory strike came to it. Conversely it is likely that the victim would retaliate only in kind, for fear 
of escalation. Since even this situation, the accidental nuclear strike, is “within MAD”, insofar as both nations 
still have countless nuclear bombs to threaten MAD with. 


The “MAD war” would be declared in the name of honor. In fact, it is possibly a surefire way to revive “martial 
honor”. For, despite being at war, the nations must tread lightly. They must show deference to one another, 
continuing to conduct diplomacy despite the war. “War diplomacy” is essentially what military honor is, and the 
“MAD war” would require a lot of it. Upon declaring war, as part of the declaration, a nation would have to 
stress that it intends to conduct the war in an honorable way, without causing wanton destruction, maintaining 
diplomatic relations with its enemy throughout, and to invite its enemy to do the same. 


This pertains to “large nuclear powers”. Nations with one or two nuclear warheads vs nations with many are 
different. These can be struck immediately and then attacked as normal. That is, presuming they are not allied 
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to someone with many nukes. Even if they do have such an ally, “MAD might still apply”, depending on the 


diplomatic relations between the nuclear-armed country and the country that was struck. It helps, in any case, 
to have anti-missile systems. These add the additional factor of uncertainty, thus increasing caution even more. 


Another possible avenue of the “MAD war’ is for it to be so honorable as to be hardly a war. That is, one 
nuclear power could approach another, and invite them to a low level security competition, on the global stage, 
using proxies, etc, with predefined rules, in a way that satisfies the ambitions of both nations without risking 
anything too great. The nations realize that through their practice of military honor, they have invalidated many 
of the assumptions that drive nations to “compete” in some type of “great game” that exists only in the minds of 
political theorists and the politicians who read them. This is fanciful, though. | am myself only theorizing. Maybe 
the strategy instead is to completely and actually ignore nukes, as in to not care about them at all. Seems risky, 
though. Would it even be worth the risk? 


A further possibility, beyond the theory above, is that a war between nuclear powers would lead to “tit for tat” 
nuclear strikes. For example, if one nation gained a very particular strategic reason to complete a launch, the 
benefit from which was greater than the expected retaliatory launch. Since “MAD still exists” within this 
scenario, again, there would be no incentive to escalate beyond this. Thus, warring nations would occasionally 
trade nukes, here and there, maybe only a few times over the course of the war. | rate this theory as most 
likely, actually. It is relatively conservative, and one ought to be conservative about the probability of global 
annihilation. Another reason, perhaps, to engage in honorable warfare with Russia. Or, honorable competition. 
No reason why the rest of the world must go unconquered because of the fear of nuclear strike. That would be 
too conservative. 


The National Organism 


Consider the statement made earlier: “The point is simply to have something or some basket of things that are 
fungible, widely demanded, and easy to trade, with which to tie the Dollar, so that the rapacious spending of 
the government cannot continue beyond what is necessary. Currently, though, it is necessary. A certain 
strategy must be played. That strategy is: spend until there is an opportunity to steal, to conquer.” 


A possible criticism levied against the Ultra-Militarist is that he assumes himself to have absolute power. The 
statement above appears as if | assume that | personally, or you personally, have the ability to make decisions 
about the national strategy of the United States; to say that it will go to war, that it will conquer, that it will not 
merely spend its money frivolously into oblivion. 


The response to this criticism is: we assume that nations behave in predictable self-interested ways. That a 
nation saddled with debt, with a large military and hegemony over the whole world, would naturally solve this 
problem by conquering, with only a little help. 


Lastly, not everything in this little manual is supposed to be achievable. It is supposed to set a group of people 
off with the same ideals, to give them a common political outlook, or weltanschauung, with which to influence 
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politics and form coalitions together. In this sense it doesn’t really matter if Ultra-Militarists do do the above, 


only that they would do the above. Therefore they will do similar things, according to the same underlying 
principles, morality, and strategic outlook, such is their ideology. You can see within the quoted statement that | 
have set a number of expectations: the nation will conquer, no policy is sacrosanct, policies will change over 
time, we shall be practical, the welfare of the population is not wholly unimportant, our ambitions lie in war, we 
shall manage things responsibly, etc. 


Political Strategy 


The mission of the Ultra-Militarist can be divided into three broad “functions”. These are: Increase, Associate, 
and Implement. /ncrease means to increase the amount of people who identify as Ultra-Militarists, such as by 
canvassing, or posting online, or creating propaganda, memes, etc. This function includes decreasing the 
amount of people who are threatening to Ultra-Militarists. They must, however, be threatening. If they are 
merely effete opposition then it does not matter. Such opposition is publicity, in fact, and should be 
encouraged. Associate means to insert oneself or a group of Ultra-Militarists into an existing and viable political 
group, which it would be possible to convert to Ultra-Militarism, influence in favor of the ideas of 
Ultra-Militarism, and is at least possessing of some kind of avenue of power or power itself to implement 
Ultra-Militarist decisions and policies. This requires two things. First, that the group possesses some “lever of 
power” or an avenue toward one. Two, that said lever of power, or avenue and lever at the end of said avenue, 
can be utilized in an Ultra-Militarist way. Additionally, that it can be utilized in a way that is economical, that is, 
there is not a better lever somewhere else to exploit instead. The Associate function can be, and most 
probably should be, conducted in a Machiavellian way that does not reveal one’s ideology too strongly, except 
perhaps to certain susceptible people. /mplement means to wield power in an Ultra-Militarist way. 


It is actually the Increase function that is most important. At least, right now. Possibilities increase the more 
Increase increases. 


Increase 
The Dissident Right: The “Dissident Right” (DR) is an online political phenomenon consisting of disparate 
right wing ideologies like the traditionalist right, Christian right, vitalists, neo-reactionary right, populist right, 
with some of the MAGA right sprinkled throughout. Think of this as the recruiting pool of the Ultra-Militarist. The 
task here is to maintain an online identity that advances the Ultra-Militarist dialectic, causing people to talk 
about it and so publicize it, and in the process to sway susceptible people to identify with the ideology. Twitter 
is the best access point for this ideology, as is Youtube. 


Do not try to be friends with everyone. A movement that does not assert itself becomes nothing. It is not 
possible to “destroy” or “fight with” anyone on the DR, so don’t think in those terms. It is only possible to talk, to 
produce propaganda. If Ultra-Militarism gains publicity, followers, and ideological definition, by “fighting” with 
other people online (that is, arguing with them), do that. Most people are simply input-output machines. They 
will output whatever memes you input. Now, it is harder to get followers online initially without playing to 
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whatever memes are currently in vogue, but thereafter, you will not advance Ultra-Militarism by conforming to 


existing memes, rather by creating your own memes. 


One way to establish “ideological definition” or “ideological presence” is to advance what | call “the analytic 
reification of the dissident right”. The DR, and real life far right circles, often attach themselves to “conceptual” 
ideas that stem from continental European idiocy. For example, | saw an article the other day that said: “Chad 
Crowley illuminates the necessity of transcending the materialistic worldview that dominates modern society 
and reviving the heroic ethos and metaphysical perspectives of our ancestors to reignite the dormant spirit of 
the West’. There is plenty of such material on the DR to attack with facts and logic. Nobody who would be an 
Ultra-Militarist would also be interested in such meaninglessness. Ultra-Militarists want to be real heroes in the 
21st century. | have, in the past, expressed to people that real life elitist heroes, like Napoleon, Caesar, etc, 
were not romantics captured by popular propaganda, but practical energetic people who used such 
propaganda for their own ends. Since Ultra-Militarism is not a popular movement, unless you would like to try 
to make it one, there is no need for such propaganda. Instead, you must try to find, or convince people with 
potential to be, practical elitist heroes. 


Do not be malicious, however. Being an overt propaganda-trickster is not attractive to anyone. Create valuable 
content that puts you in a position to guide, lead, and influence other people. 


The Military: The next demographic likely to be interested in Ultra-Militarism is military servicemen. 
Particularly, younger military servicemen. The conversion rate here will be low, but those who are converted 
will spread it to others susceptible very quickly. 


Servicemen from certain areas are more likely to be susceptible to our kinds of ideas. These are probably: 
those from the Tidewater area, and some of the areas adjacent to it. Otherwise, likely not Southerners, since 
they are closer to Christian traditionalist “folksy patriotic” ideas, especially Deep Southerners. Floridians could 
be promising. Texans, maybe. Otherwise, anyone from around the northern border, such as Minnesota, Idaho, 
Maine, etc. People from Utah, perhaps. 
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Occultists & Dark Fringes: Some types of occultists are susceptible, if you approach them correctly. You 
don’t want just any old occultists, though. LGBTQ Wiccans will not do. You need occultists who appreciate 
“darkness and evil”, that is, occultists who display through their culture that they are disagreeable and hard 
headed people. For that matter, any such subculture could be susceptible. For example, people who listen to 
pagan black metal. 


Greatness Historians: This refers to people who you know, or see online, that loosely display an interest 
in “greatness history”, that is the history of great men, conquerors, imperial expansions, and so forth. These 
people can be seduced by the grand Imperial ambition. Under this same head | will include those who adhere 
to elitist philosophies, such as Nietzcheans. Those who adhere to “greatness philosophies” as opposed to 
“sedentary philosophies”. 


Germans: | predict that almost any type of German will intuitively understand this ideology. Flemings, also. 


Libertarians: It is possible to construct a pipeline from libertarianism to ideas like this. Basically, you take 
their hatred of government waste and arbitrary authority, and pin it on its proper, popular source. Furthermore, 
you must dispel such myths as “establishing a precedent of freedom” and “anarchism”, showing them that 
nations are and have always been organized systems of force that exert their will, and the will of whichever 
interest groups they require to complete their military objectives. Many libertarians are of the right “nature”, but 
not of the right “ideology”. That is, they are elitists who want to build things, advance real progress, not waste 
time caring about those who don’t deserve consideration. They are responsive to factual arguments, such as 
those that highlight the problems of the gold standard. 


Neocons: Not least, neocons. These people are difficult to find in popular political circles, but they exist 
elsewhere and in some cases. It is actually not likely that you will ever convince these people, for which reason 
they should only be persuaded anonymously. Otherwise, they are good associates, in fact your prime 
associates, and you do not want to scare them off by making them believe you are some type of weirdo. Even 
if they agreed with you, you can understand how that would make them look. Many neocons are already 
Ultra-Militarists, but they wouldn’t ever associate with one. 


Military: If you are in the military, and you want to convince others in the military against Ultra-Militarism, this 


is relevant to you: 


| CHALLENGE YOU to convince others against this document! | challenge you to show them its various 
passages, however hateful or proscribed you consider them to be, and this passage also. | challenge you to 
denounce it, to tell them to watch out for it, to tell them that it is dangerous. Have them study it as an example 
of what not to believe. Tell them how concerned you are about it. See if they follow your advice. They won't. | 
promise. | dare you to try. And if you should succeed, then | dare them to try also. Fuck you. | hate you. Go 
ahead pussy, delete this document from your computer, | dare you. 
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Associate 

Congressional Internships: If you are a student, and sometimes if you are not, it is possible to get a job 
or an internship with your local congressional representative or senator. These internships may be DC 
internships or local internships. The following congressmen and senators are considered to be 
neoconservatives. | will give each a rating of “good” or “poor”, for future reference, but this is not a relevant part 
of the decision to associate with them. Dan Crenshaw (Texas 2nd Congressional District G), Adam Kinzinger 
(Illinois 16th Congressional District G), Michael McCaul (Texas 10th Congressional District G), Mike Turner 
(Ohio 10th Congressional District P), Marco Rubio (Florida Senator P), Mitch McConnell (Kentucky Senator G), 
Lindsey Graham (South Carolina Senator G/P), Tom Cotton (Arkansas Senator VG). 


The goal of such internships is not to persuade anyone, or anything fanciful like that. It is merely to put the 
internship on your resume. If you would like to try to impress a senator or congressman, don’t fawn over them 
like a giddy freak. Just do your job. For the purpose of building a political resume, any Republican or even (if 
necessary) Democratic internship will do, these are just the most relevant to the mission at hand. 


American Enterprise Institute: AE! is a broadly neoconservative public policy think tank. AEI offers 
internships to high performing students, both in its research and administrative roles. Job opportunities here 
are various, but begin at the entry level with research assistant. The research assistant qualifications are not 
terribly rigorous. You must have a bachelor’s degree. Otherwise, any sufficiently intelligent and charming 
individual could land the job. Anyone who writes for AEI is someone to watch out for. Most of these people 
have accessible email addresses and social media accounts. You can interact with them by making valuable 
contributions to or comments upon their work. 


Foundation for Defense of Democracies: FDD is a neoconservative think tank and lobbying 
organization that is known for its aggressive foreign policy stance and vocal if not paramount support of Israel. 
It is funded primarily by Jews. FDD offers nondescript internships to high performing students who should 
probably be Jewish or plausibly Jewish, and who study related fields. There are not many job opportunities 
otherwise. The organization is currently looking for an O-4 to O-6 military fellow, and they might settle for less. 
A minimum annual contribution of $5,000 allows you to attend FDD events throughout the country. 


The National Security Network (NSN) is an FDD association of national security experts, researchers, and 
military officers. It is relatively easy to join. It requires: completion of the FDD national security fellows program 
(most suitable for national security professionals), media fellows program (most suitable for journalists and 
writers interested in national security issues), national security trip to Israel (suitable for national security 
professionals), or military trip to Israel (suitable for military officers). Each of the above programs, of course, 
allow one to network with those who also participate in them. Thus, an officer who takes the military trip to 
Israel will network with other such officers. After the task is complete, additional “vertical” networking can occur 
as part of the NSN. It is not to be assumed that you can influence or access anyone inside of FDD otherwise. 
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Council on Foreign Relations: CFR is a nonpartisan, but neoconservative adjacent think tank 
specializing in foreign policy. It is highly influential. CFR has many internship opportunities, with low 
requirements. If you are a student who is capable of reading this, it is probable that you could intern with CFR if 
you live in DC or New York City. There are many job opportunities as well, for qualified individuals. Writing 
positions are available, which are especially useful for the Ultra-Militarist. As with AEI, CFR is a good 
repository of individuals to look out for, who you can interact with by making valuable contributions to or 
comments upon their work. Many of the fellows at CFR are former or current government officials, military 
officers, etc, and they often have contact information attached to their CFR “expert” profiles. 


Hudson Institute: Hudson Institute is a neoconservative think tank. It does not offer many careers or 
internships, but it does offer some. Notably, Project Associate has few requirements other than “an 
undergraduate degree.” All positions are located in Washington DC. Hudson is a good repository of individuals 
to look out for, who you can interact with by making valuable contributions to or comments upon their work. 
One way to influence neo-conservative thought is to write a blog, ensuring that your posts are high quality and 
relevant to political experts. Then, share it with them via email. They will take credit for your ideas, which is 
exactly what you want them to do. Include easy and specific references to sources to facilitate this. 


McCain Institute: The McCain Institute is a neoconservative think tank. There are few job opportunities 
here. The McCain Alumni Club is a paid membership of $250 a year that allows you to attend annual events in 
DC or Phoenix Arizona. 


The Washington Free Beacon: Washington Free Beacon is a neoconservative news website. It is 


basically a tabloid, which appears to be failing. Some of the writers here may be people of interest. 


Commentary: Commentary is a Jewish neoconservative magazine that accepts submissions. 


Modern War Institute: MWI is a nonpartisan military think tank at West Point. While not neoconservative, 
it is suitable for Association because it is part of the broader “war party” that we wish to enter. MWI accepts 
submissions from military members, national security experts, and other specialists. As a West Point 
publication, there is no chance that it can be converted to Ultra-Militarism or even neoconservatism. Instead, 
submissions can advance Ultra-Militarist strategies. For example, you can submit an article about the feasibility 
of an “honorable strategy”, or about Mayhem policies. This can also be accomplished at other, less accessible 
organizations like CNAS. 


Ultra-Militarists: In addition to associating with neocons, it is important to associate with other 
Ultra-Militarists. That is, to interact with them online, to create blogs and forums, etc. This furthers the 
Ultra-Militarist dialectic, and it provides a “passive” point of contact or reference for those who are interested in 
it. In writing blogs and such, the standard should be to write so as to be unmistakably Ultra-Militarist, yet also 
so as to be accessible and relevant to those outside of Ultra-Militarism who might gain something from it. For 
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example, to write posts on foreign policy that would be useful to a foreign policy maker if they so happened to 


view them, yet to refuse to kowtow to any of their usual virtue signals like “freedom and humanity” or whatever. 


It is important that Ultra-Militarists do not “spin their wheels”. Many political groups do this. They begin to write 
about the political movement, rather than to advance the political movement. Do not write about 
Ultra-Militarism. Write about important topics while applying the Ultra-Militarist weltanschauung. Do not write 
just to write, or to advance an “identity” or a “reputation” online. It is true that we wish to Influence people online 
by furthering our dialectic, but it is “off-brand” to talk just to talk. The brand is to be someone of merit who is 
demonstrably better than everyone else, who doesn’t need to write “conceptual pieces” or boring nonsense, 
because he always has actual shit to say, if he says anything. You don’t need to write about “the Spenglerian 
implications of Ultra-Militarist culture” as if Ultra-Militarism is your academic field rather than your political 
ideology. If you want to maintain a “low effort” online presence, | encourage you to do so, but please be honest 
about it. Be a joker, a meme-lord, a factoid spewer, etc, don’t pretend you have important things to say when 
you don’t. The “far right” is cluttered with “think pieces” that people write in order to maintain relevance, 
because their ideas are not otherwise applicable. You, however, can write about: foreign policy, military 
strategy, political history, welfare policies, etc. Look at what other people write on these matters, and surpass 
them. Provide more information, more concisely, more insights from other sources, or say nothing. If someone 
else does something better than you can, Ultra-Militarist or not, simply reference them. 


It is also possible for a group of Ultra-Militarists to form their own think tank. This think tank could not expect to 
compete with any established neo-conservative think tank. Its main purpose would be networking, not 
influence. It would write on relevant topics, and use this writing, as well as the organizational “brand”, as a 
rallying point to call forth low status military officers, foreign policy professionals and students, etc, facilitating 
interaction between them which can be converted into influence. 


For the purpose of meeting in real life, if this is desired despite my earlier warnings, please maintain the 
following etiquette: assume that there shall be no discussion about the name, occupation, residence, 
education, unknown contact information, marital status, etc, of the fellow Ultra-Militarist unless he should 
mention these things spontaneously. The purpose of the meeting is to plan a particular task, or to meet 
convivially in the moment without trying to size up the other person. 


Republicans: Many regular Republicans are “on the fence” about which particular strain of conservatism 
they adhere to. For the purpose of Increase, but also Associate, it is beneficial to join standard Republican 
institutions such as College Republicans, local Republican groups, to attend CPAC, etc. In these groups you 
can advance neoconservatism or Ultra-Militarism, or both opportunistically. It can be beneficial for the people 
around you to know exactly where you stand, since this will allow you to accumulate allies. 


Merit: Ultra-Militarist strategy is based upon merit. That is, professional qualifications, military ranks, 


resumes, political experiences, etc. 
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Cyber-Reserve 


We must reckon with the question of “cyber manpower”. The majority of people who read this document are 
not going to be encouraged to do anything that | have recommended, except post online. Rather than vainly 
expect such people to “go outside and touch grass”, we have to be honest that real life political activity is 
simply not worth it for many people. Even those who think that they are one day going to engage in real life 
political activity shy away from it, continually placing it off to a hypothetical future. | stress that everything | have 
said here can be implemented immediately. If you do not set out to do it, maybe you don’t want to do it. It's not 
in everyone’s nature, even if it may seem like it from the safety of a keyboard. Fine, you are what may be 
called a “cyber-reservist”. What can be accomplished with the cyber-reserve? 


The first thing to be accomplished by a cyber-reserve is to give up on real life ambitions. Not to write them off 
completely, but there is no sense assuming that they will “one day” come to fruition. | see people, wayward 
young men, posting incessantly about the “possibility” of a political movement for this or that political ideology. 
How much could have been accomplished by now if they accepted the fact that they would be “online only” for 
all the years they spent theorizing about a real political movement? A cyber-reservist focuses on honing his 
cyber skills. The reality is that you either are or are not engaging in real life political activity. There is no 
“theorizing” about it. If not, then you may do the following: 


Propagandizing: | know that | have already talked about this as part of /nfluence, but it is important. 
Cyber-reservists can advance Ultra-Militarist propaganda, or neoconservative propaganda. Create 
Ultra-Militarist themed online accounts. Post on social media with others so as to create an Ultra-Militarist 
subculture. Create Ultra-Militarist forums. Write an Ultra-Militarist blog marketed to “normal” or “serious” 
people, about national security and statecraft topics. Spam troll attempts at high profile opposition accounts to 
expand the awareness of the doctrine and generate talk. Create whimsical (or serious) digital propaganda 
posters. Create a “journal” or something to allow other Ultra-Militarists to submit writing pieces, fostering a 
community in the process. 


OSINT: Relevant OSINT activities can be conducted to assist the non-cyber Ultra-Militarists or to advance the 
Ultra-Militarist dialectic (in which latter case a better word is simply journalism). For example, you can research 
and compile relevant contact information that real world Ultra-Militarists may use. The point of OSINT, and the 
reason why | call it OSINT rather than journalism, is that you do not necessarily aim to publish the materials 
that you find. Instead, you keep them, and you share them only in a “need to know” way with other 
Ultra-Militarists, unless the public “needs to know’, in which case you try to send information to journalists. 
There are resources to assist you in this resurgent form of glorified journalism: 


https://inteltechniques.com 


https://www.sans.org/ 
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https://osintframework.com/ 


https://archive.org/details/NATOOSINTHandbookV1.2 


The purpose, to be clear, of Ultra-Militarist OSINT is to be relevant to Ultra-Militarism. It is not to “be the OSINT 
guy”. Nobody cares about Ukraine War map updates. That is a waste of time, let someone else do that who is 
not on a world-historical mission. 


The Presidential Question 


If you do not have the capacity to sway public opinion on a massive scale, then presidential questions are 
irrelevant to you. Support whichever candidate it is most expedient to support, because “support” is the only 
thing you can do. There are many on your side with a fanatical attachment to Trump, so tell them that you 
support Trump or else they will get mad at you over something that doesn’t matter. There are many neocons 
who have ideas about Ron DeSantis being president, so tell them that you are an ardent “DeSantard” or they 
might not like you. Peasants are very attached to their figureheads over which they have no control. Your focus 
is upon manipulating the infrastructure around them. 


Some may say: “but, the presidency is relevant to our ideological stance, the president represents a particular 
ideology, and it would be inconsistent to support a president that is antithetical to our ideology.” This is true, 
yes, but you need not support anybody in any meaningful sense. Just say “I support Trump”, or ignore the 
issue entirely. That is, if you are acting as an “overt” Ultra-Militarist. If covert, then you must indeed be the 
staunchest supporter of whoever you need to support to get the job done. 


Opposition to Democratic presidents is different. Presuming that the candidate is not in some way a “DINO”, 
nobody who would agree with you, none of your “recruiting pool” or “association pool”, will be upset if you 
attack them. Attacking Democratic candidates is therefore a cheap way of gaining clout. The issue is always 
the expense. There is a high expense to pay for coming out in support of one Republican candidate or another, 
as you will alienate all other Republicans. So just don’t do it, or support the most popular candidate, or support 
whichever Republican candidate gives you the greatest net benefit in a given situation. 


Nor should you express the sentiment that | have iterated here. Repudiating the whole presidential issue is as 
offensive to a figurehead worshiper as insulting his figurehead directly. Yes, some people will know that this is 
what Ultra-Militarists believe, but it is one thing to “believe”, and quite another to reinforce. If you gain an online 
following of, say, 30K people, or a comparable level of influence through another channel, then | might start 
talking honestly about who is the best candidate. That is not an aspiration by the way, just a hypothetical. It 
would be good, yes, to reach that many people, but Ultra-Militarism is about reaching people who matter, so do 
not set “popular” aspirations for yourself or your colleagues. 
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As for voting, you can vote for whoever you want. | recommend voting. It’s cheap, not that important, but still 


cheap. That is, as it relates to presidential elections. Local elections are another matter. In these, you can 
become active and indeed you do not even need to support Republican candidates. 


European Ultra-Militarism 


| must be honest that | do not have the inclination to study each and every European polity to figure out how 
Ultra-Militarism can be manifest there. Suffice to say that Ultra-Militarism is not supposed to be a purely 
American phenomenon. If you are a European, you can figure out how to express the ideology in terms of your 
own country. It is to be assumed that, since the number of European Ultra-Militarists will be significantly lower 
than American Ultra-Militarists, the merit requirement of European Ultra-Militarists is even higher. It is 
especially desirable that those who serve in European militaries will become pro-American Ultra-Militarists. 


CIA: One way to exercise the /mplement function, for Europeans, is to enter fringe political movements (or 
really, any political movement), and then to contact the CIA to see if they have any use for you as an agent. 
Tell them that you are a Pro-American adhering to the ideology of this document. You must understand that the 
CIA cannot just send you an email that says “yes, please help us surveil our allies”, so you will need to be 
smart enough to be vague, initially, until a communications method they deem to be secure is settled. The 
advantage of fringe/extremist political groups is that the CIA can plausibly claim to be surveilling them for 
“global security” or even as a diplomatic favor. Although the information that comes from more established 
political parties, especially those within the EU, is obviously more valuable. Do not blow this opportunity by 
being a flamboyant idiot. Nobody needs to know what you do, it's not even worth bragging about really. Nor do 
you even need to have a formal status as an agent, necessarily. You can just send information to them at will, 
although such information is not likely to be trusted, because it is not part of a “relationship” where you appear 
to have any incentive to tell the truth. Even if they don’t want your help, it is helpful to say, essentially, 
“present.” 


Good Monarchies: It must be trusted that the two royal houses are “good monarchies’, as in, they are not 
corrupt decadents who have lost the greatness of their ancestors. It is sufficient for European Ultra-Militarism 
to consist of dogged support of the following two houses: the house of Glucksburg, and of Hohenzollern. The 
House of Orange is also to be supported, but | predict that it will eventually come into conflict with the 
Hohenzollerns, in which case the latter is to be supported completely. The squabbles that they have will seem 
petty, concerning personal property, but on a practical level they are not petty because they concern the 
legitimacy of their respective titles, especially those of the latter. 
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Personal Success 


Personal success greatly enhances political power. Gaining wealth, or pursuing a military career, or pursuing a 
political career. | was going to write an “inspiring” piece full of propagandistic falsehoods about the nature of 
“losers” and “winners”, but that’s not what I’m going to do. Calls to action are not particularly interesting. “To 
action!” Alright, whatever, I’m sure my reader is capable of acting. Think coldly about the ways in which you 
can gain power for yourself. Do something that is in accordance with your nature, that you want to do. If it is 
not in your nature to succeed, you can make yourself marginally useful even then. All you have to do is 
execute a viable strategy. Forget about whatever is not relevant. You don’t have to worry about petty obstacles 
or moral principles. Even a NEET can be a valuable cyber-reservist. Armies do not win by heroism. Heroism is 
a single function of a broader organization. Only destiny is relevant; acting in accordance with the divine force 
that commands the whole army to victory. What expedient activity are you willing and able to attempt? 


